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The f01?:wing executive éumméry briéf1y describes the deve]opmgpt and

conclusion of a federally-funded research.project designed to_gain informa-=

tion.on the process of research on instructional problems, and its-impact
i 3 )

»

on inservice eaucation practices for teachers of Limited English Proficient

o

yﬁLEP) students. A local schol dfséf%s; in the central Texas area, in
conjunction with the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL),
laid the gréundwork for the study. As.a result of this effort,-the National
Institute of Education jNIE)_providep funding fér é 12-month period, from
Octobe?'i,’1?80 }ovSepéember 29, 1981.“ - .

The inain purpose o% the projgét was to determine wﬁat ihe effects‘would

be and what changes would occur in the school district's inservice educa-

tion program as a result of thg locally-conducted study. The results were
#xpected to provide educators nationwide with greater insight into the
potential %mpact that focally-conducted research can have 6n,po]iey and

practice related to the recognition of educational ‘concerns and .approaches

N tok
. to solutions for the inservice education of teachers of LEP children.

A second purpose of the study was simply to describe the nature of the
collaborative process that evolved between SEDL and the local school dis-

“trict. It ds hoped that by understanding the procedurés.used and the
' A :

co1;qurative process which aided the research project, school districts

wﬁg simi]ar needs and similar contextua%lcharacteristics could better

'd¢a1'with their own problems. i _ R

»

£
_The remainder of this report is devoted to five separate areas, -,

[y

including the following: (1) background and contextual information about * *

the school district) (?) the,collaborative nelationship bggween SEDL and

the school district; (3) the research approach that was employed in the

!

Py

study; (4) a discussidn of the major findings; and (5) a brief summary -

of changes which 'the school district plans -to implement in its inservice
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program for teachers of LEP children during the 1981-1982 school year.

The froject site is a small, semi-urban community in sduthcentral ° /

* - . .

* Texas. It-contains a number of small factories and a state-supported-
. bniversity which serve as the economi¢ base for the comnunity Almost 45

: “ percent of the population 1s Mexican American and more than half*of these

fkm1]1es earn an annual income wh1ch is below the national poverty level..
As one might expect\ the commun1ty is faced with the pers1steht prob]em
of how best to educate a substant1a1 number of L1m1ted English, Prof1c1ent

(LEPR.) children.

i

The .school d1str1ct has directed special serv1ces to limited- Eng]1sh

prof1c1ent students s1nce 1970 when one of ‘the schoo1s implemented an

© + ’

d
open-classroom program for kindergarten student§, including a bilingual

'component This program was recoan1zed for its exceptional ‘quality, and
was des1gnated a Texas demonstrat1on school in 1973. '
Since 1977 a number of changes in the local schools caused 'the 1dea]

s1tuat1on to become a truly challenging one. The entire staff of the
AN
k1ndergarten school moved to a new campus dur1ng the summer of 1978 mak1ng )

1t the K-1st gﬁaﬁe);chool At the same time, separate schog]s were estab-

LY

- lished to serve grades 2-3 and grades 4-5, respectirely. For the first
time, teathers from neighborhood schools throughout the comﬁunity joihed
. ,\ -~ N he . /‘

together at these grade level schools for the entire school district. Thus,

" the administrative and instructional staff faced the task of ‘integrating
their overall bj}ingua] program in totally hew/;ettings. ! X
A high proportion pf the teachers of LEP students were re]ative1y new

: ¢
to bilingual education, making the organizational changes in the schools T

v

even more ‘difficult. While the district had shown a de%inite commitment to }-

the implementation of a bi]inQua] program, the two primary obstacles that

- /
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remained were the recruitment of'bilingda] teachers and the need for inservice

. .
. .
. . .. . ] . .
:

. ‘e . l M .
education of existing teachears. : ’ .
The desire for improving the d1str1ct's inservice program was very

strong, but much remained to be done. There Qe#e not enodgh teachers '
- ’ - * H \ ' [y 4
employed in the district who were cerfified to work with biﬁiqgual and/or .

1

LEP students; of those who hereg & large number needed to receive additional
training in areas such as the- teaching of the Spanish 1ahguage, ESL, etc.

The school district had conducted needs assessments in the past but
al
the efforts had focused largely on the selection of types of workshop topics.

~

Ong nf the main reasens for agree1ng to collabordte with SEDL on this NIE-

funded project was that both administrators and teachers felt a need, to
v ~
b,n%d‘en the scope of the*district's inservice education program for teachers %

St
-

of LEP students. ° ) E )
. | ~ /////

CbZZaboratévé’Ral&tionship'Betwéen SEDL and School District ¢ *

. %a
: . . el . . ! .
when SEDL was in the process of initial sité selection .for the prOJect,

there seemed td be numerols advantages-in form1ng a collaborative relation-
\ ~ s
' ship with the schoo] district which was u]t1mateTy selected. Some of the

/

°

reasons for estab]1sh1ng this re]at1onsh1p 1nc]uded past coﬁtacts with the '

schoo]§g1str1ct tmutua] economic benef1t a sharing of power; and political
s

‘exp@mency. ' . . , | - °y

P 4

+

SEDL "had had occasional phofessional Eontact with the school district
prior to the initigtion of the project. Alkhough this contact between'the

two ohganizations was not extensive, it had been enough to permit the \\ .

’

creation of mutual trust between some of the school district administrators,

~

‘o
teachers and SEDL staff members. - /

t . ~ .

v Another Jreason for estab]1sh1ng a re]at1onsh1p with th1s part1cu1ar :

school distyict was because of mutua] econom1c benef1t SEDL was’, in effectY
N 3" o=
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offering to come and conduct research free of charge that should help the
- : J -
school district improve its inservice education program. The school dis-

-

' * trict, on the other hand, was cost éffective for SEDL, since boify orgeniza--

tions were located within the central Texas area.

' A third,reasc#r;for forming thy co]1aborative.re]atianship had to do

with the shariné of power. The control of finances for.proﬁect operatioh

was under the auspices of SEDL through its NIE funding source,-but the

schoo] d1str1ct had exg1USTye power over access to teachers, school records
‘and the co]1ect1on of data. a ‘ - "3

. . Political expediency was yet a fourth reason for establishing-a

collaborative re]atﬁqnshipi In short, by collaborating with *one another,

both organizations could work efficient1y toward mutual goals. SEDL, for.

example, needed to find a site 1n wh1ch teachers and adm1n1strators had

an ongo1ng b1]1ngua1 program, a substant1a] number of LEP chr1dren, and a

:-\q;\:__,/Jnﬁthent by teachers#hd administrators to_1mprpVe the quality of in-

£

service education-that the district provides for teachers. The’school

# .
"district, on the other hand; needed to find a waix?%/conduct research on

AU ’
the needs of teachers, especially those who teach ¥ubstantial numbers of

s ,'. LEP children. SEDL staff Rad the research ski]]s needed to help them plan

an appropriate research design for the project. 3 )
. In order for the co]]aborat1ve relat1onsh1pJ;etween SEDL and the Zchool
district to be eifect1ve a number of 1nd1v1dua1s wene actively 1nvo1ved in, !
" the collaborative process The h1ghest leve1 of staff who were involved in
" the project 1nc1uded the superintendent of the schoo] distrlct and the . ¢
director of the-b1]ingua1 d1v1s1on at SEDL Nh1]e commun1cat1qn between the

’
two organ1zat1ons 'did occur at ¢his level, much of the responsibility for

the -project was delegated to other individuals of a ]owerﬁeche]on.

v . . , - .- o
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. The director of bilingual ‘programs, for example, was designated to be

-~ L]

the chief contact person who would monitdr the project closely and maihtaih‘

fregqﬁht'communication with SEDL's project director. Teachers also were

invelved in\the'col]aporative process through their participation in project

activities, the comp]etioh of questionhaires and interviews, representation
on the advisory board etc. They were invo]ved to a great ekxtent in the
co]]aborative _review of research findings * ‘

" The prOJect director at SEDL prov1ded the school district w1th .
suggested timeiines and dates for comptetion of specified actiVities, and
worked with SEDL's bi]inguai division director'in submitting interim and
final reports to NIE. He was also the charrperson at a]] project meetyr;;

and was respons1b]e for coiiecting a1 of the data
LN

Like the 1ndiv1dua?s mentioned above, the project's advisory board also

" took on a very ﬁ%porfant role in’ the co]iaborative process The advisory
board meetings which were held at different times during the year were an
impoxtant mechanism thirough which parents couid be xept abreast of the
prOJect s progress and have an opportunity to offer feedback and suggestions
for ways of improv1ng the implementation and subsequbnt impact ‘of the pro-
ject.’ - .
= ‘ -

- Thus, the collaborative process inyolvéd a numbér of individuals, each

of whom held different perceptions of the project, byt who also were working

' toward the mutual goal of improv1ng the inservice education training for

teachers of LEP children.

' AEEZ’OQGh . . . !
" The research approach that was undertakem couid be described as having

characteristics of- both quantitative and qualitative types of methodology.
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On the quantitative side, an effort was made to measure the needs, concerns -

. T

" and percept1ons of teache;£2regarding the inservice teacher education pro-

4
-

“gram of the school district by using structured questionnaires containing

I

Likert-type 1tems Descriptive statistics were th%? compiled from the

various groups of teachers involved in the study to see how nqeds and con- ==

r2
cerns varied across schools, grade ]e¢e]s, content areas, etc.

. ©

,Qua]itatiVe‘techniques of the general research approach differed from

-

the more quantitative aspects by being more open-ended and xie]ding more
subjective tyées of information. Ethnographic. field notes were a main
souree of_£Mis information. ImBressidnistic notes were compiled by SEDL
staff'members at meetings of thejadvisory board, teaehers pnd administrators.
*For purposes of eptima1 ddcumentation many of these ﬁeétinds were taped so .
that the ethnograph1c notes would be as complete and acéurate as pos§1b1e
The consgysus reached by the, school d1str1ct and SEDL staff was that: -~
assessment 1nstrumehts would be used to medsure the following four dimen-
sions which are re]evant in planning inservice education: ‘
1. the type of bilingual érogram betng implemented in grades K-5
(based primarily on time spent teaching Spantsh/Enthsh at each
* 1 grade ZeveZ) .. .

2. the gercetved needs of teachers of LEP c%tldren for acqutrtng
eljvant skills and knowledge. .

L4

" 3. the level of implementation. reached by teachers in critical
components of the bilingual program (Spanish readtng, ESL, Engltsh‘
reading for LEP students, ete.); and

4. the ‘types of concerns that teachers have rEQardtng the teachtng"‘
of dtffbrent components of the bilingual program,-

Later, a f1fth .dimension was added in order to tap teachers' general -
know]edge about and attitudes toward the current any past 7nserv1ce programs

of the school district, and on the focus that the inservice program ghou]d

' take in future years.

-
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nents briefly are discussed below. A series of tables which presant 2

-
<.

more comprehensive view of,tRe regults can be found in-the final.technical .
"teach1ng read1ng" an&?"attend1ng to behav1or rob]ems " More than ha]f of
adl teachers comp1et1ng this quest1onna1;e felt that "these areas wgre needed -

§4¢n a great extent. Spec1f1ca1]y, when teachers were asked to telllwhy these

two areas were ‘given such a high priority, they’stressed the nee for all

children to learn basic skills and to be ab1e to read well. A]so the
npr?b]ems caused by ineffectiver classroom mmnagement take prec1ous time away

from the instruction of major content areas. One of the pr1nc1pa]s pointed
. ‘°\\ oJf/that all teachers could benefit from more workshops “in the area of

r assertive discipline. . s
Several other.areas which were of;é§51ight1y.1owey prio%itf.but’were\
viewed as being needed to a great extent'by more than 40 percent of all

teachers were "attending to individua) sthdent differéfces" and "orga’fzing

A v
(//ﬂ materials and resources." : Perhaps this results from the reality of deseg-
- regation in the schools‘and'the fact that teacfiers now must deal with ¥ -
~ . 2 * '

—

heterogeneous grayps of children who Have differing needs and abilities.

.It seemsMto be a pos1t1ve sign that tea9hers are concerned w1th attending

\ . » ~
. to }he specia] needs of ch11dren, since it reflects their sens1t1v1ty~to

- § .
.

the 1mportance of promot1ng every child's educational deve1opment:

+ -




o f

e

In addition to the above resuits for all teachers, the bi]ingua]

\

teachers who responded to this questionnaire rated several other areas. as

being of a high priority for training: fostering the acceptance and ‘appre-
c1ation of ‘cultural diversity and determining when a child is ready to
transfer ski]]s 1earned ‘in th% first language to the second 1anguage

While improvement: in t e relations between’ Anglos and Mexican Americans has

- ~ .
continued to occcr, bilingual teachers r8alize .the necessity .of evén more -

-

v’”fim!rovementi The second area mentioned, transferring skills from L1 to L2,

<
.

is an area which bilingual teachers across the United States are concerned
//rwith and which is in direneed of more research. Simply conducting ins¥r-
vice workshops in th¥s area would not totally elimjnate the need of teachers

‘fpr—more.training in the future.

Interestingly enough, one of the areas which all teachers (including

. - bilingual ‘teachgrs) rated as “not desired" was to receive training- in the
b r -

\
~

.

philosophy and theory of bilingual education. When teachers were asked why .

- ~ -
this was of such a low priority the mMbst common response was that they were

. \ .
tired of attending workshops strgssing theory which could not readily be

applied to the classroom. This type of statemént has, of cour’se, Q;zn made

with increasing frequency by teachers throughout the nation, and suggests

. ’ . , ,
that some changes need to-occur in inservice programs to insure that the
needs ofg teachers are being met. It wouid have been less-disturbing if
-teachers had said that they already knew a great deal about the phi]d%ophy

and theory .of bi]inguai education, but this was not the case; instead, the

¥
3

. inability to apply these concepts was discouraging them to pursue further

’

training in the area.
N

-

‘Cbﬁberns Questtannatre { This’ instrument was designed to meéasure_the '

types of concerns that teachers have toward educational -innovations such as

»

%

J

& .




ESL, Spanish reading and English reading for‘LEP students. Only those
: 4

téachers who were actually feacfiing in one of these areas were to complete
the questionnaire. In the tcase of ESL teacherg from all three schools were

very concerned w1th determining how to supp]ement and enhance the current

'

ESL prog m. The_need for a continuum of skills that teacher%)could use to

~ evaluate a child's level “of performance was suggested by several teachers as

-

a means of enhani1ng the program. Other teachers admitted that they were

v- ?

not sure if they were prov1d1ng the studéﬂ.ﬂkw1th appropr1ate 1nstruct1on
_The lack of a structured ESL program may ‘have caused the teachers at two of

the, 'schools to be concerned about not having enough tinle to get organ1zed

J ! -
each day. -
! . i ‘ L ) ).

Some of the same concerng thaf had been expressed toward ESL were also

~

noted in teaching Eng]1sh<g_‘d1ng to LEP students. In addition, teachers

)

were concerned about students att1tudes toward Eng1%sh read1ng When asked

to e1aborate on the1r responses, they said that the ch1]dren need to be -

motivated to read so thaé they will learn faster #and enjoy thetr reading#

-

At two of the schools, coordination of tasks and people Jds taking too fuch
"of the teachers‘ time* One reason for this, at least at the K-1 schoo,

) 3
was that an open c]assroom environment results in teachers hav1ng to deal

- . \
~

" l

‘With numerous groups of ch1]dren throughout tcf day Teachers work1ng\1n

=~ .
self- contarned classrooms, on the other hand do not have to debl wnth this

s1tuatlon to the same degree. L

-
[N

# For bilingual teachers teaching Spanish 'reading, some of the strongest
4 T .
concerns were to know what other faculty are doing in the -area and to deter-
mine how to supplement and enhance the Spantsh rEading program. In.other

words, teachers feel -that the program could: be 1mproved espec1a11y if !

better mater1als cap be found or deve]oped-\\ﬁevera1-of the teachers had -




cr1t1c1zed some of the Spanish curr1cu]a for not be1ng approprrate for the

v~

ch11dren e1ther becduse of difficulty 1evet or dialect d1fferences Other

\ concerns were -very similar to those already ment1oned by teachers of English
. »

o K readﬂng to LEP students (1 e., att1tudes toward Eng]1sh read\ng) : S
Vv »t
Level of Use Interview. A totaT of 82 1nterv1ews were conducted
Y

. -regar61n9 the 1mp1ementat1on of wh1chever/vnnovat1on the teachers had

.

“; . resppnded to oh the Concerns Quest1onna1;e Results of the rat1ngs of. each L
teacher s Leve] of USe (LoU) showed that teachers had béen rated at -one of

four. 1eve]s of the LoU scale. Slightly more than half of the teachers were W
. ! r\%
“ o rated as "Routwne“ users in which the 1nnovat1on 1J.he1ng 1mp]emented with N

few or no changes be1ng made and’ w1th.m1nima] prob]ems of management and

M ]

N organ1zat1on ‘ The nextamost common]y rated level was that of "Refinement"
in “which thé“%éaﬁﬁér*ﬁas1ﬁasf§red:£2e innovation-to the p01nt~that she/be

has the rei%urces to 1mp1ement changes in order to increase the overa11

nmpact of the 1nnovat1on o the“students & Rough]y 25 percept onthe 1nter-'

[y

views were rated at the Re;1nement 1eva&en ‘ - ) -_3 l.

w, Y, a. . . ‘
.o An add1t1ona] 12 interviews were rated ds "Mechanical.” Teachers at . -
St ? ' ~ ¢
& this vel. .experience mild to sévere proggems in, befhg able to implement

tey . 'y '\'

3 the 1nnovat1on w1th.poor organization of materna]s, 1nadequate plaﬂhlng,‘ i .

- ‘ lack of behaViora] management of sfudents, etc. At }east\icme of. the:

- Facas ~

-

- teachers who had been rated "Mechan1ca]" were ewther new to b1]1ngua1 edu- -

\ catlon or.in the1r-f1rst year of 1mpﬂement1ng the 1nn0vat10n W1th
. K °
additional experience and tra1n1ng, one would expect the 1eve1 of impl men-

-

-~ tat1on to fprove to at least the "ngt1ne" 1eve1 v

-
-

L. . Severa] teachers were Judged to *have reached the "Integrat1on" ]eve1

» + * ~

“in which they are s1m21ar to teachers at the "Ref1nement" 1eve1 except that

they now spend\mgdg time co]]aborat1ng and shar1ng with ofher teachers in .

' . » 1 ‘\"
Lo . - . P 4
. . . N . N
P - . . N . - 4 .
TN ’
L'x . . 4
. ’ .
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order to combine their resources for a‘collective impact on students?®
. , e
" In conclusion, teachers who were 1nterv1ewed as. to Leve] of Use were

founa to be& different stages in the 1mp1ementat1on process. It would

. Seem des1rab1e for new teachers and teachers who are hav1ng d1ff1cu]ty

P

_]mplement1ng the innovation .to part1c1pate in a carefu]]y p]anned inservice

4
program geared to their needs . .On the other hand those, teachers who have

exper1enced much success in the implementation process gould serve as ro]e
\

% .
_models and could he1p direct the‘Tnsen¥1ce activities, L

‘Bilingual Classroom Quéstionnaire., The resu]ts from, th1s questionnaire

-

were ‘viewed by . some teachers to be 1nva]1d thus, they will probab]y not aid

' ’. '

in des1gn1ng an 1nserv1ce phogram for teachers. Most teachers seemed to. fee]

H
+

that the patterns obta1ned did not ref]ect what actua]]y goes on in the: ~

c]assroom «_For example, bilingual Spanﬂsh dominant ch11dren in k1ndergarten
{

4

received an average of only 16% of the1r language arts' 1nstruct1ona1 time

in Span1sh, with 84% of the time being devoted to English.

- N ‘s

"Teachers n'ne‘as?sd/at campus meetings to try to explain why the
results might be invalid. Several teachers felt that ‘the lariguage classifi-

- cation system had been confus1ng and that they had 1nterchanged the Eng]1sh

Y

dominant and Span1sh dominant b111ngua1,students. Others _may have been
Lo j ,Mé

Another reason may have been the fact that the

stood the tnstruct1ons




Te Survey of Percepﬂpons gjilnservzae Traznzng. The purpdse of this

instrument was to ass‘ss all teachers knowledge and feelings toyard the
district-wide 1nservybe program._ Results wé;e very informative to both
'administ;atqrs and téachgné; only £he most sttiking results will be dis-
cussed here. )

Teachers were very much in agreement with ‘the first Likert-type item
of the survey. In fact, of 103 teachérs, no 6ne disagregd with the statement

-

that "teachers should be‘given the autﬁority to. choose the type.of inservice

tra1n1ng program that they fee] is appropriate for their schoo] district.”
A

Thus, teachers in this schoo] distrjct seem to demand a mor€’act1ve rather
(han passive part1c1pat1on in the decisions that affect inservice training.
A]ong the same token, theiﬂﬁe]1eve that their superiors do nat understand
t@eir needs and should not attempt to diagnose the1r competencies. Only
33% of all ‘teachers agreed that "principals anq di§tribt administrators
should diagnose fﬁe competencies_of each teacher to determine the type of
‘inservice raining.neededs

Anpthef area in which teacﬁers were united concerned the imp1emeﬁtation
of ski!ﬁg.acquired in inservice training: About two-thirds of the teachers
agreed that there is not enough assistance and feedbagk offered to teachers
in implementing new*nowledge and skills écquired through inservice traiﬁing.

The tfme when inservice sessioﬁs should be scﬁedu]ed was another issue
which teqéhers viewed to be important: While virtually all zeachers fe]£
that to conduct inservice training during regu]ar school hours }s appropriate;
almost t@o-thirds felt that=to have inservice sessions immediately after
school would be inappropriate. Only one teacherkfe]t“that weekends would be

acceptable and vir@ually no teachers wanted to have inservice, sessions

planned during evening hours. Since inservice sessions in past years have

! L4

) 9 : 12




somatimes occurred on weekends or

. for the ad@iﬁistrgﬁorg'to be made

. <«

< weaknesses of the current inservice program.

X

\

after school these resulfélwere importdnt

aware of. o .

At the end .of the survey. teachers were asked to note strengths and

T 5 -

There Were 30 of a total of -~

N 75 teachers (or 40%) who statedthat the fact that- teachers choose top1cs

%

for inservice sessions is a major strength of the4d1str1ct s program

A]so,

L3

16% stressed that the current 1nserv;ce program 1s an 1mprovement over ones

fromjpast years However, 31% of

and mater1a]s as’ represent1ng a mdjor weakness

the teachers 11sted 1rre1evant sessxons

An additional 15% felt that

presenters of inservice sessiont are 1nadequate

When asked how .one shou]d go

. o

most common responses were as fd]]pwé:

about planning inseryice sessions,”the

to survey teachers for topics;

individualize inservice for eaéh’teagher and pérform careful followup of

- M >~ .
training; hire more competent speakers; and schedule inseryice workshops®

L

during thé school day.
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. Changes MJde in 1981-1982 Inservice Program

As of September 1981, several changes re]ated,ﬁo inservice teacher

educatioh had already been made and others were being planned as a result
% - of SEDL's reséarch study. The main changes that are being made deal with
- \/A . ‘. ‘ ! .
inservice for bilingual education teach€rs, thus, the changes will. affect a

large number of limited English proficiént (LEP) students.. While district

¥ - "=~
administrators *had already known before the study began tha} changes in the

. . L . . Y-
. nservice program were needed, the study provided them with, concrete data

& . -

upon which to base these changes. - .
Accord1ngé?% the director of b111ngua1 educat1on for the school

district a-fiumber qf changes ﬂ1]1 be mdde in ‘bilingual inserviceé when com-
pared to last year's program. The fol]owing'iist comprises the major

. changes‘that»are being imp]eﬁented* ts

\ ﬁachers are to decide for themselves what types of sessionsg they
uld like to have-and what togws should be discussed. Last year,
bilingual teachers were told which sessions to attend.

¢ . AZthodgh teachers will have a major: role in choosing topics for
Znservice training, administrators will still be able to veto . ~, :
teachers’ decisions, in the event of conflicts (i.e., administra-
tore may feel that some aspecte of szmguaZ education theory are
’ egsential to include in the inservice plan,Y especidlly for certain
teachers) .
A -~ -
. - Inservwe training will be mdwzdualzzed ag much as possible,
. espechZy for new teachers.
. 'Inservice sessions which were formerly held on Saturdays will be
“scheduled during the regular-school day and mZZ be ongomg

B . An increased emphasis will be made in looking at the special needs
of teachers, deperiding upon the school and grade level at which
‘they teach. R

s

In.addition to the above changes, the ESL program is being modified
drast1ca11y in thé following ways: : ‘ ' R

< S‘ane teachers expregsed a strong neeé for more help and training
* " in ESL, a structured contmuunl of skills will be developed to serve
ESL teachers from grades 2-6. Last year the gontinuum of gkills

/e(xfted for grades K and 1 only.

:0 ‘ﬂ * 14 > o




. ESL teachers will receive individualized inservice training, with
teachers in the same schools collaborating with each other as much

-~ A as posstble. - /

. Teachers may now teach ESL during a scheduled class period or they
may opt to incorporate ESL into the class curriculum throughout the

day' s .- ' . [ 4

. . Wh‘LZe much leeway §s given to teachers concerning the mamner i
which they’ implement. ESL, they will be accountable for the qualtty
of thew performance éand will be monitored.

An 1mportant implication emerging from the study is that school d1str1cts

.m1ght be wise in trying to individualize their 1nserv1ce programs for teachers
as much as possible since teachers appear to be quite heterogeneous.1n edu-.

cational background, experience, ability and ptofessiona] interests. This

7

individualization of training, however, should:be the direct resu]t of a

comprehensive needs assessment similar to the one conducted in this study.
M =2,
L2 Pn conc]us1on, the ‘fact that changes were made in the school district's

1nserv1ce education program for bilingual teachers as a direct result of the

f1nd1ngs from this study attest to the.success of the study in fulfilling
. s
its purpose. Not only were ¢hanges made “in the inservice-gﬁpgram but the
» . v B {

development of English as a second language (ESL) materials for téachers of

LEP children also pccupred because of tpe stud;'s findings. What will. be
s importent to follow up i? the.fututeﬂwill be the'reactibns of teachers to
these changes, and ultimately, it will be important to determine-whether LEP ’
ehildren are in fact benefiting in their edueation from an improved effort

to meet their special needs.

L




